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2a )^ This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Clalm(s) 1^ is/are pending in the application. 
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5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) KI Claim(s) 1.2 and 5 is/are rejected. 

7) |EI Claim(s) 3.4 and 6-8 is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)^ accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held In abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments, with respect to the objections to claims 1-8 have been fully 
considered and are persuasive. The objections of 6/19/2009 has been withdrawn. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 9/16/2009 have been fiilly considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's argument: According to the disclosure in paragraphs 4 and 5 of the 
specification P is the total length of the channel estimation windows, and W is the length of a 
channel estimation window. Thus, the step A of claim 1 of the present application refers to a 
combined channel response of all user terminals, while the technical solution of Kim et al. refers 
to a channel response of an individual user terminal. It is clear that the combined channel 
response of all user terminals is different from the channel response of an individual user. 

Examiner's response: In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show 
certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., "P is the total length of channel estimation windows" (plural windows); and "a combined 
channel response of all user terminals") are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read 
into the claims. See In re Van Gems, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Step A merely recites that P is the total length of the channel estimation window, which 
is understood to refer to the length of the channel impulse response, as disclosed by W in Kim et 
al. The "original channel response estimation" as recited in step A does not require a combined 
channel response of all user terminals, and thus does not distinguish it from the channel impulse 
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response length W of Kim et al. Thus, Kim et al. discloses step A, as presented in the rejection 
of claim 1 below. 

Applicant's argument: It is the original channel response estimation results with length P 
from which the Wl taps are selected. In contrast, Kim et al. discloses that it is W from which the 
N samples are selected and W is the length of the channel impulse response. Since the range 
within which the samples are selected in the present invention is different from that in Kim et al, 
the applicant submits that Kim et al. does not disclose the step B of claim 1 . 

Examiner's response: As addressed above, the "original channel response estimation," as 
recited in step A, does not require a combined channel response of all user terminals, and thus 
does not distinguish it from the channel impulse response of length W of Kim et al. Thus, Kim 
et al. disclose step B, as presented in the rejection of claim 1 below. 

Applicant's argument: Kim et al. does not disclose or suggest steps A and B of claim 1. 
That is, there is no reason to those skilled in the art to combine Kim et al. with APA to obtain the 
technical solution of claim 1 . 

Examiner's response: As established above, Kim et al. does disclose steps A and B of 
claim 1 . Thus, there would be a reason to combine Kim et al. with APA, as established below in 
the rejection of claim 1 . 

Specification 

3. The absfract of the disclosure is objected to because it exceeds 150 words. Correction is 
required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the im ention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the stibject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 2 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kim et 
al. (US 6,816,470) in view of applicant's admitted prior art (background of the invention, 
specification pages 1-5; hereinafter "APA"). 

Regarding claim 1, Kim et al. discloses a method for measuring interference power in a 
time slot code division multiple access system, comprising: 

A. performing channel estimation for received signals with channel estimation codes, to 
obtain the original channel response estimation results h,, /=1 . . . P, wherein P is the total length 
of the channel estimation window (channel estimation block 12, Fig. 6; col. 3, lines 1-5, W is the 
length of the channel impulse response); and 

B. predetermining a threshold of number of taps W] and selecting channel response 
estimation results corresponding to Wi taps with less power from the original channel response 
estimation results h, according to the threshold of number of taps Wi as a roughly estimated 
result of the interference power (noise variance estimate from N smallest samples out of W, 
where hi are in the order of ascending amplitudes, col. 3, line 66 - col. 4, line 7; equation 9). 

However, Kim et al. fails to expressly disclose: 

C. performing threshold processing on the original channel response estimation results 
with a signal-to-noise ratio threshold post-processing method by using the roughly estimated 
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result of the interference power and a predetermined signal-to-noise ratio threshold, to obtain an 
accurate measured result of the interference power. 

APA discloses a method of measuring interference power by post-processing against a 
SNR threshold, performed using specific SNR threshold and a reference threshold interference 
power according to equations 3-5 (page 4, [10] - page 5, [12]). Estimating interference power 
according to this method has an advantage in performance, but a reference threshold of 
interference power must be available. If the priori value is unavailable or the error is high, 
performing estimation according to this method makes no sense (page 5, [13]). 

Nevertheless, Kim et al. discloses the estimation method offers improved accuracy in 
estimates of the ISCP and noise variance (col. 2, lines 15-18). 

Therefore, it would it would been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
the known prior art interference power measuring techniques as disclose by Kim et al. and APA 
since the deficiency in the APA SNR threshold method would be compensated by the improved 
accuracy of the Kim et al. method, thus providing the necessary priori value for the SNR 
threshold method of APA. Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to provide Kim et al. with the SNR threshold technique of APA, since the SNR threshold 
method has an advantage in performance, and would further improve performance and accuracy 
(APA, page 5, [13]). 

Regarding claim 2, Kim et al. discloses everything applied to claim 1, and further 
discloses said threshold of number of taps Wj is less than the number of taps of the actual 
interference responses available (N smallest samples out of W; col. 3, lines 4-5, 30-67; Nsampie, 
equations 10-13; col. 4, line 55 - col. 5, line 5). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/5 6 1 ,094 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2611 

Regarding claim 5, Kim et al. discloses everything applied to claim 1, but fail to 
expressly disclose the roughly estimated result of the interference power is obtained with the 
claimed equation, wherein h'i is the channel response estimation results for Wi taps, and D is the 
noise degradation factor of the corresponding channel estimation code. 

Nevertheless, Kim et al. discloses a similar equation for interference power estimation 
(col. 4, lines 55-65, equation 10) in which the summation of square of the first Nsampie 
coefficients of the Lchest channel coefficients hnfl) output fi-om the channel estimator is multiplied 
by G*y(r)fN sample (col. 4, lines 19-23 and col. 5, lines 3-5). 

APA discloses a similar equation for interference power estimation in which the 
summation of a subset of the square of the channel coefficients is multiplied by P/(D*W^ 
(equation 5, page 5, [1 1]). 

Because both Kim et al. and APA disclose equations for calculating interference power, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to substitute the terms outside of the 
summation for the predictable residt of obtaining an equation that calculates an estimate of the 
interference power. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

6. Claims 3,4, and 6-8 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

7. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
Claims 3-4 disclose the threshold number of taps Wl is in a range of 50 to 90, but the 

closest prior art, Kim et al. and APA, fail to specify any values within this range. 



Application/Control Number: 10/561 ,094 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2611 

Claims 6-8 disclose equations for calculating a compensated interference power 
threshold (CI) and for obtaining the accurate measured value of the interference power (C2), but 
the closest prior art, Kim et al. and APA, fail to disclose the equations. 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. AppUcant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi-om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DAVID HUANG whose telephone number is (571)270-1798. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m., EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Shuwang Liu can be reached on (571) 272-3036. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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12/8/09 

/David Huang/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 261 1 
/Shuwang Liu/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 261 1 



